The growing recognition that Judaism and Hellenism were not mutually exclusive suggests that Paul should be studied from a point beyond the Judaism/ Hellenism divide. After attending to the apostle's own multiculturality, the relevance and implications of the 'beyond' position are assessed by means of an enquiry into Paul's use of charis and ecclesia. In both instances, intercultural convergence is indicated. However, the farewell to a dichotomous point of departure does not imply the denial of all distinctiveness. Studying the biblical documents from the 'beyond' position opens up new vistas and holds great promise for future NT research. Paul the apostle was born and bred a Jew of the diaspora, nurtured in the traditions of his Jewish forebears, yet at the same time imbibing an all-pervading Hellenistic culture -hence a Hellenistic Jew in the full sense of the word, not merely a Jew who happened to preach and write in Greek. However, being simultaneously Hellenistic and Jewish encapsulates one of the most controversial issues in Pauline studies. What relative weight should we allocate to each of these epithets? Should the writer of at least seven of our oldest extant Christian documents be understood from a primarily Hellenistic perspective or a Jewish one? Or is this a false dichotomy? The last few decades saw the pendulum moving backwards once more. Indications of affinity between Paul's oeuvre and Hellenistic culture are accumulating, thereby unmasking the one-sidedness of an exclusively Jewish approach. Following on the discovery that both Judaism and Hellenism were not monolithic entities, it is increasingly being recognized that Jewishness and Hellenism are, in many respects, not mutually exclusive. The either/or dichotomy is being unmasked as an ideologically based presupposition. In the wording of Engberg-Pedersen, we should now approach Paul from a point 'beyond the Judaism/Hellenism divide'.  Does this farewell to a dichotomous approach then imply the denial of all distinctiveness? We know that even in multi-cultural societies distinctive identities and religious diversity can stubbornly hold their ground.
. Preliminary Observations

. Bridging the Judaism/Hellenism Divide
The traditional notion of an unbridgeable dichotomy between Judaism and Hellenism has a direct bearing on Pauline studies.
Paul the apostle was born and bred a Jew of the diaspora, nurtured in the traditions of his Jewish forebears, yet at the same time imbibing an all-pervading Hellenistic culture -hence a Hellenistic Jew in the full sense of the word, not merely a Jew who happened to preach and write in Greek. However, being simultaneously Hellenistic and Jewish encapsulates one of the most controversial issues in Pauline studies. What relative weight should we allocate to each of these epithets? Should the writer of at least seven of our oldest extant Christian documents be understood from a primarily Hellenistic perspective or a Jewish one? Or is this a false dichotomy? already quite considerably Hellenized and, on the other, Acts . cannot be used as proof that Paul grew up in Jerusalem.
 We must accept that Tarsus and Jerusalem both played a formative role in his development. Paul should be understood as a complex, multicultural, first-century Mediterranean who integrated various influences into his own person. In a sense, he can be compared to the 'pluralistic person' of the social psychologists. He had what they describe as 'the capacity to accommodate diverse cultural influences so that they become part and parcel of your personal and social self-identity'.  He shared this with countless others in that cultural melting-pot which constituted the Mediterranean basin. In fact, social psychologists assume that 'everyone has the potential to accommodate many kinds of continually changing selves within the self, and actualise these selves within various life contexts'.  Paul's letters undeniably reflect such a multicultural aptitude.
.. Paul between Ecumenicity and Ethnicity
What motivated Paul to express himself multiculturally? We should distinguish between his broad theological stance and how he envisioned his own missionary task.
Paul was convinced of the universal scope of the Christian gospel. It must suffice here to call to mind the inclusive character of passages such as Rom .; .-; .; .; .-;  Cor .-. And he saw his personal mission as embedded in the universal scope of the gospel. For our purpose it is important to note that, although Paul's correspondence primarily addressed gentile Christians, he would also have kept Jewish Christians in mind.   Corinthians .- articulates Paul's missionary strategy. The main thrust of his assertion is that he went out of his way to identify with his culturally diverse audiences. He would have done everything possible to find those 'beachheads of identification'
 from where they would be willing to accompany him on his journey of persuasion. The negative corollary to Paul's rhetoric of inclusivity was the ever-imminent problem of inter-group prejudice. The delicate nature of inter-ethnic relations in general and actual socio-political friction between Jews and non-Jews in this period  indicate that many first century Christian communities found themselves within a highly explosive situation.  Paul would have done his utmost not to alienate sections of his ethnically diverse audience. Negatively, he would tread lightly where group sensitivities were at stake and, positively, he would accentuate their common Christian identity.

. The Purpose of this Study
My purpose is to assess the relevance and implications of the view from 'beyond' by applying it to some selected Pauline themes. What picture emerges from the possible convergence of motifs from divergent cultural backgrounds? I shall restrict myself to two key themes in Pauline soteriology and ecclesiology, namely, χάρις and ἐκκλησία.  'Grace' is used here as a cover-term for a semantic domain which includes χάρις, ἔλεος and οἰκτιρμός with their cognates. Paulinischer Theologie', ZNW  () - (-); J. A. Fitzmyer, 'Some Notes on Aramaic Epistolography', JBL  () - (-); C. Breytenbach, ' "Charis" and "eleos" in Paul's letter to the Romans' (Seminar paper presented at the Colloquium Biblicum Lovaniense ; to be published in BETL; used with consent of the author) - (-).  This was, in essence, the position of Lohmeyer, 'Probleme', -; recently taken up by Breytenbach, 'Charis', -.
. Χάρις, ἔλεος and οἰκτιρμός
Linguists have often faulted NT scholars for their logo-centrism. Linguistic theory requires that we should rather work with semantic fields. In referring to God's benevolent dealings with man, χάρις, ἔλεος and οἰκτιρμός (with their cognates) belong to the same semantic field and should therefore be studied together.
In Paul, divine χάρις signifies God's kindly disposition and beneficial action towards undeserving humans.
 It can best be translated by 'kindness' or 'favour'. The meanings of ἔλεος and οἰκτιρμός overlap significantly  and both are semantically close to χάρις. However, in contra-distinction to the latter, they include a strong element of concern or compassion. fuse these two traditions but juxtaposed them, respecting the cultural preferences of both Greeks and Jews, thus also reflecting the inclusiveness of God's grace.
. Unilateral and Reciprocal
The qualifications 'unilateral' and 'reciprocal' regularly surface in discussions on grace in Paul.
 In theological parlance, the first term indicates the absolute character of God's action over against any human participation, while the second reflects bilateral involvement. This differentiation is then used to contrast the unilateral character of grace in Paul with its reciprocal nature in Hellenism. Although one can appreciate the motive behind this theologoumenon, it is nevertheless misleading. As we shall note, it will be more appropriate to accept that Paul also viewed grace as reciprocal, although he saw the roles within this bilaterality as radically disproportionate. He thought in reciprocal terms, but redefined reciprocity. Reciprocity need not imply commensurality or repayment. It all depends on how reciprocity is defined. Thanking and honouring God is already a form of reciprocity.  Working on a debt of love (Rom .; .) is genuinely reciprocal. In Paul, the dual structure of the grace event is clearly evident in Rom .; .,  Cor . and  Cor .. In each case, a graceful action of God calls forth χάρις on the part of believers. In  Cor ., for example, the χάρις of believers is their response to the privilege of sharing in God's triumph.
The two collection chapters ( Cor -) are in their entirety an exercise in reciprocity. Bilaterality is, for example, clearly active in .: in effect, this artful implicature states, 'In Jesus Christ, God has been so incredibly kind to you; can you find it in your heart not to respond appropriately?' This would have been a real knockover. In .-, balanced reciprocity, as encapsulated in the ἰσότης principle, is also quite evident. Reciprocity is once more active in  Cor .-: the reference to the 'surpassing χάρις of God' immediately triggers the χάρις τῷ θεῷ. God's kindness obliges.
A grateful response is not restricted to a 'thank you' or a collection effort. In
Rom .-, the οἰκτιρμοί of God motivates the consecration of one's life to God. Gratitude may also take the form of praise and honouring God. In Rom .-, the references to God's ἔλεος elicit a resounding doxology (.-). Similarly, the eulogy in Rom .- is a response to God's mercy (.). . The Abundance of Grace, the Augustan Golden Age and the Quinqennium Neronis Whenever Paul elaborates on grace, his style tends to 'explode' into language of excess. Most exegetes agree that his eulogy in Rom .- on the superabundance of grace draws upon Jewish apocalyptic expectations.
 Harrison does not deny Jewish influence, but argues that the reign of grace in Rom .- should be equally situated in the Roman eschatology of the Augustan era.

The reign of Augustus was indeed proclaimed and celebrated as the dawning of a golden age, characterized by peace and abundance  -and not without reason, in view of the reform measures of Augustus, the stabilized socio-political situation and the impressive growth in Rome's glory. The initial years of Nero In both, gratitude was to be expected of the beneficiary. In both, χάρις on the part of the beneficiary could be in the form of or complemented by praise or the bestowal of honour. This correspondence undeniably indicates that Paul was significantly influenced by Hellenistic benefaction conventions. Only when we delve deeper, differences become manifest. The first and most obvious difference is that, contrary to the mostly material and often socio-political connotations of grace in Hellenistic benefaction, grace in Paul is constantly religious in character. The source of all grace is always and exclusively God and Jesus Christ. Even χάρις between Christian communities ( Cor -) rests on the basis of God's grace.
 At the same time, it primarily addresses humanity's religious needs, particularly the remission of sin.

The second difference is that of motivation. Whereas God's grace is totally unconditional, Hellenistic benefaction was to an important extent governed by the do ut des principle. Would-be benefactors would consider what return they could get from their beneficence -whether in the form of loyalty, power, honour or material benefits. Benefaction was often regarded as a kind of loan.

It was therefore only natural to select those beneficiaries who were able to make a worthwhile counter-gesture. According to Paul, God offered his grace free of any condition or expectation of repayment (Rom .; .-). He offers it to rebels who bereaved him of his honour (Rom ., ,  etc.). His motivation was not the do ut des principle. It was divine love which prompted him to extend grace towards the godless (Rom .-).

A third difference was the contingent and precarious character of Hellenistic benefaction. It depended on the changing fortunes and whims of benefactors, including the gods,  while Christian grace, as Paul defines it, is a constant life experience. Hence he can speak of 'this grace in which we stand' (Rom .). Christian life exists under the dominion of grace (Rom .-; .). Grace is a power which escorts and protects.

Regarding the Jewish roots of grace, the apostle took up the basic Jewish tradition of the kindness and mercy of Yahweh which flows like a broad stream through the entire OT and the early Jewish period and which would have been  Joubert, Benefactor, -, -.  In Hellenism, the beneficence of the gods usually took the form of concrete favours -cf.
Joubert, 'CHARIS in Paul', . They did not provide for salvation beyond death, the mystery religions being the only exception -H. 

It is God's love in Christ (Rom ., ) which gives Christian χάρις its own special proprium.
. Conclusion
Paul is sensitive to differentiate between Jewish and Greek traditions. In his letter-greetings, he respects the cultural conventions of the two main constituencies among his addressees by first using χάρις -thereby alluding to the traditional Greek greeting -and then coupling it with the typical Jewish peace salutation, both reinterpreted from and integrated into a Christian perspective. Elsewhere in his letters he normally uses χάρις, respecting the sentiments of his mainly non-Jewish addressees; but where Jewish salvation-historical associations intersect with Christian hopes, he uses ἔλεος. This would appeal to both groups across the cultural divide.
In his communication of grace, he applies all the linguistic and socio-cultural tools available to him. He takes up the OT-Jewish concept of God as the compassionate and merciful One, merges it with the basic structure and linguistic apparatus of Hellenistic benefaction and sends it through the christological prism. Thus both heritages are transformed. Jesus is now the agent and source of grace. And, most importantly, moving through this christological filter, grace acquires a cruciform shape.
. Ecclesia
. Introductory Remarks
The roots of the NT ἐκκλησία concept have been hotly debated. Recently Ferdinand Hahn stated confidently that this bone of contention has at last been resolved,  but many will disagree with him. In the search for the roots of the NT ἐκκλησία, the either/or bias is often glaringly evident. Whereas Erik Peterson, some  years ago, aligned the NT ἐκκλησία with the meetings of the Greek δῆμος,  Leonhard Rost declared categorically that Jesus derived the word and concept of ἐκκλησία from the OT. In appropriating ἐκκλησία, the early church expressed its conviction to be the new Israel, the true people of God.
 Instead of even considering that the Greek notion of ἐκκλησία could have contributed to the application of ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ to individual churches, Rost resorted to a theological argument.

Peterson and Rost represent two extremes. More recent studies show a greater openness towards bridging the divide. Klaus Berger's position is commendably sophisticated: Hellenistic Judaism derived its understanding of ἐκκλησία from the provincial and monarchic manifestations of ἐκκλησία in Hellenism, and, subsequently, Hellenistic Jewish Christianity, although it borrowed the name ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ from Jewish terminology, appropriated the content of ἐκκλησία from Hellenistic Judaism.
 But here also the lady's slip is showing.
Although Berger is much more nuanced than Peterson, his work still reveals a predisposition towards minimizing the effect of Israelite-Jewish traditions.
 A third position is that of Schrage.  He does not deny some influence on the part of the LXX; however, he is convinced that ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ was primarily an early Christian creation. But let us move in medias res.
. The Pauline Spectrum
Ἐκκλησία is not the only prominent early Christian self-designation in Paul. Ἅγιοι is also quite conspicuous.
 Paul applies these two designations so self-evidently that most researchers agree that they originated from pre-Pauline Christianity. I shall argue that the ἐκκλησία title originated within Greek-speaking early Christian circles in Jerusalem, spreading from there to Antioch.
In Paul, the semantic range of ἐκκλησία covers the following:
 The event of a (congregational) meeting, as in  Cor .; ., , (,  -Pauline authorship disputed).  An entity in the sense of a local congregation. The bulk of Pauline occurrences fall within this category.

 In a few instances, to which we shall return later, Paul may be referring to the supra-local, that is, the universal church, of which the individual churches are local manifestations.
Bearing this Pauline spectrum in mind, let us now pay attention to ἐκκλησία in the LXX  and in the writings of Philo.
. Ecclesia in the LXX and Philo -A Broad Overview 
.. Ecclesia in the LXX
The unmarked meaning of ἐκκλησία in Greek is the event of 'coming together', a 'meeting'. Within various contexts, this event can then become more specific, for instance, as a political or religious assembly. In the LXX, the more specific meanings assembly of the Lord (ἐκκλησία κυρίου) and assembly of Israel, particularly in the form of the prolifically used whole assembly of Israel (πᾶσα ἐκκλησία Ἰσραήλ),
 are especially relevant. Since in old Israel we cannot divide the religious from the political, both specified meanings refer to the same assembly: the one being qualified from its divine perspective, the other from its ethnic composition.
 Like (πᾶσα) ἐκκλησία Ἰσραήλ, ἐκκλησία κυρίου was an inclusive, supra-local term, embracing the entire people of God.
Ἐκκλησία κυρίου There is an intriguing aspect to the semantic development of ἐκκλησία κυρίου. In Deut , where this phrase occurs five times, several entry conditions are stipulated. It seems likely that ἐκκλησία is here understood as a closed group with boundary markers and entrance requirements. The ἐκκλησία is becoming an entity which is not restricted to the occasion of the meeting event, but outlives it. This becomes even clearer in the tradition emanating from Deut . In Neh .-, separating those of foreign descent from the ἐκκλησία actually means excommunication from the people of Israel. The ἐκκλησία κυρίου is no longer a one-off assembly; it has acquired a permanent existence of its own  and the  However, in the Jerusalem of ca.  BCE where the local authorities were also a priestly aristocracy, we should not differentiate too strictly between political and religious meetings.  It would therefore be risky to identify the ἐκκλησία of Sir . as a purely political meeting. The fact that it is called an ἐκκλησία ὑψίστου rather points towards a primarily religious occasion. It is significant that here, under Greek influence, the term which traditionally had an inclusive, supra-local connotation, now refers to a local assembly. In fact, almost all the instances of ἐκκλησία in Sirach indicate local assemblies.

 Ἐκκλησία is never used in an eschatological sense.
.. Philo
Ἐκκλησία in Philo shows the following contours:
 No less than  of Philo's  references to ἐκκλησία deal with Israel's desert traditions.  Hermeneutically, he actualizes these in favour of his philosophical argument.
 In these references, ἐκκλησία and in particular ἐκκλησία θεοῦ and variants thereof are self-evident designations. They have a cultic connotation and are (almost) always inclusive. The only instance where ἐκκλησία indicates a local congregation is Virt. : 'And if any of them (scil. the Egyptians) should wish to go over to the Jewish community (τὴν Ἰουδαίων πολιτείαν) they must…be favoured in such a way that the third generation is invited to the congregation (εἰς ἐκκλησίαν) and to partake in the divine words'. But even here there  Berger also accepts unequivocally that in Virt.  Philo refers to a community -the parallelism between πολιτεία and ἐκκλησία being obvious.

 Nowhere in Philo does ἐκκλησία have eschatological connotations.
.. Resumé
The upshot of this overview is the following:
 We followed the use of ἐκκλησία κυρίου and its variants from Deuteronomy, through Mic .; Lam .,  Chron ., Neh ., Sirach and Philo, also including some significant references to Qumran.  'Assembly of the Lord', although not used prolifically, was a persistent and meaningful concept which stayed alive in the collective consciousness of the Jewish people well into the NT era. It was a precious part of Israel's heritage, which rekindled perceptions of a pristine, foundational period when they were established as a nation, chosen by and holy unto Yahweh.
 The tendency to substitute the genitive κυρίου by means of other divine qualifications first appeared in Neh . (cf. Qumran) but then also in Sir . and very prominently in Philo. In the case of Sirach and Philo, not only avoidance of the tetragrammaton, but also Greek influence would have played a role. shifted to the group who attended these meetings. The shift from a meeting to a group, from assembly to congregation, was obviously not that dramatic. Roloff, Kirche, -.  These in-group designations should be distinguished from derogatory nicknames originating from opposition groups and which were in certain instances appropriated as honorific.  In QM . 'assembly of God' is one of several prestigious and inspiring insignia on the war banners of the community.  Pace, inter alia, Dahl, Volk Gottes, -; Merklein, 'Ekklesia Gottes', -; Dunn, Theology, -; Hahn, Theologie, II -; T. Söding, 'Ekklesia und Koinonia. Grundbegriffe paulinischer Ekklesiologie', Catholica  () -.  This agrees with the NT tendency to replace kyrios, in referring to God, by theos. Whereas in the LXX the ratio of kyrios to theos is roughly :, it is in the NT (excluding quotations) roughly :.
.. Why ecclesia and not synagoge?
Schrage proved the fallacy of playing off these two terms against one another.
 Although the LXX used ἐκκλησία as a translation for ‫ק‬ ‫ה‬ ‫ל‬ almost twice as often as συναγωγή,  there seems to be, theologically speaking, no convincing reason why the one was preferred to the other. Although Schrage's own theory for the choice of ἐκκλησία has not been found convincing,  he was nevertheless correct in arguing that the choice for ἐκκλησία should rather be sought in first-century group dynamics. At this stage, the synagogue system was already well established. The Jesus followers needed a name that would not only express their belief that they were the rightful heirs of the precious convictions, values and hopes of Israel, but also distinguish them from contemporary Judaism. For the emerging Christian movement blatantly to claim to be the 'synagogue of God' would be to invite confrontation. Therefore ἐκκλησία was an obvious choice.
.. In which circles did the ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ title originate? Although ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ would have been less offensive to Jewish ears, the claim to such a coveted title was still a drastic one. It should therefore rather be ascribed to the 'Hellenists', that is, the (more progressive) Greek-speaking Christian Jews  in Jerusalem, than to the theologically conservative so-called Ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ is therefore to be understood, not in the spirit of confrontation, but as an open invitation to join in as God's salvation-historical drama draws towards its close.  Once again we have to reckon with a synergism of OT-Jewish and Hellenistic elements.
 Whereas in the original OT view of ἐκκλησία κυρίου Israel was holistically seen as a holy people belonging to God, the Greek convention of using ἐκκλησία to indicate the assembly of the local δῆμος triggered and promoted the application of ἐκκλησία to local assemblies, as reflected particularly in the letters of Paul. Theologically, the OT heritage of Israel as the 'assembly of God' redefined christologically, indicates that the church, in its supra-local as well as its local sense, is the repristinated kernel of God's people, praying and working for the consummation of 'all Israel'.
. Major Conclusion
By the time the NT documents were written, more than three and a half centuries of inter-group contact between Hellenistic and other cultures had passed. From around the middle of the first century BCE, Roman presence also made itself felt. For too long our research paid scant attention to the impact of interculturality. After the work of Martin Hengel and others, we should have known better. For too long we thought in terms of an either/or dichotomy and were hampered by ideological predispositions and tunnel vision. Our new approach should rather be one that focuses beyond the cultural divide. But this 'beyond' should not, in turn, become a new shibboleth. It should signify an unbiased openness to the possibility of interculturality. We may often find that various cultures interacted, as in the case of χάρις and ἐκκλησία. In other instances it may turn out that a certain motif had either a Jewish or a Hellenistic or even a different (e.g. Roman) provenance. Also, infatuation with diverse cultural roots should not blind our eyes to the creative energy set free within an emerging faith movement such as early Christianity. And finally, the both-and does not mean that, theologically, Jewish and other influences balance one another. The Israelite basis of the Christian message remains its  Wolter, 'Entmachtung', , aptly describes it as a 'semantische Neubestimmung des IsraelBegriffs'.  Thus in particular Hahn, 'Einheit', , and Theologie, ., .-.
inalienable fountain-head. The waters flowing from that source certainly intermingled with other streams but did not forfeit their essential character. Certain elements in the Jewish-Christian religious tradition proved irreconcilable with Hellenism. In this more narrowly defined sense the 'battlefield' metaphor does contain an important truth. It will be necessary to distinguish between such hard-core biblical convictions and values, and the cultural vehicles by means of which they were communicated.
The study of origins may certainly help us to understand the genesis and development of NT notions. It may also provide us with important clues as to their semantics. But we should be cautious. Genetics are not decisive. Decisive is the way in which the early Christians adopted, adapted and contextualized these notions into their own religious universe. Only a conscientious synchronic study of individual NT texts will reveal how various cultural and religious phenomena were received and transformed in moving through the christological prism.
An exercise along these lines will certainly be full of pitfalls. One should, for instance, ask how thoroughly certain ideas or formulations were adopted -for instance, in the case of borrowed metaphors. Nevertheless, the 'beyond' position may deliver us from many former cul-de-sacs. It also holds promise for the future. As such, it may indeed signify the closing of one chapter and the beginning of a fascinating new one. 
